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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Amendment, filed 17 January 
2006, to the original application filed 25 July 2003. 

2. The rejection of claims 1-4, 6-7, 9-14, 16-17, and 19-20 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Tanaka (U.S. Publication 2004/0001223 A1 ) has been 
withdrawn as necessitated by amendment and newly found prior art. 

3; The rejection of claims 5, 15, and 21 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tanaka (U.S. Publication 2004/0001223 A1) in view of Luo ("Content 
Management on Server Farm with Layer-7 Routing") has been withdrawn as 
necessitated by amendment and newly found prior art. 

4. The rejection of claims 8 and 1 8 under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tanaka (U.S. Publication 2004/0001223 A1) in view of Digate (U.S. Publication 
2004/0161080 A1) has been withdrawn as necessitated by amendment and newly 
found prior art. 



5. Claims 1 -21 are pending. Claims 1 , 1 1 , and 21 are independent claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-4, 6-14, and 16-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Berard (U.S. Patent 6,906,817 B1) in view of Grigonis ("The Many 

Faces of Fax Personalities"), hereafter referred to as Grigonis. 

As per claims 1 and 11, Berard discloses a method of routing files in a 
computer system including evaluating content of at least one file based on a routing 
policy or rules (See Berard, Column 6, lines 40-47 and lines 50-58). 

Berard also discloses selectively routing the file based on the evaluated content 
of the file (See Berard, Column 7, lines 6-1 0). 

While Berard does not disclose expressly that the file is a print file configured by 
an application for printing on a printer device, Berard does disclose that the document is 
created by its native application and that the system may be set up to recognize the 
document type and to transmit the document to its intended recipient based on the data 
extracted from the document, including an intended mode of transmission (See Berard, 
Column 7,lines 58-67, and Column 8, lines 1-9). Grigonis further discloses that the file 
may be distributed via printing (See Grigonis, Page 5, "Esker", third paragraph). Berard 
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and Grigonis are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
routing files based on file content. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to conclude that the file of Berard and Grigonis 
includes a print file, which is a file configured by an application for printing on a printer 
device. The motivation for this conclusion would have been that the document or file is 
transformed into an electronic document and its delivery is automated to multiple 
platforms, including distributed printing, as disclosed by Grigonis, and therefore is 
configured appropriately (See Grigonis, Page 5, "Esker", third paragraph). 

As per claims 2 and 12, Berard and Grigonis disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 1 1 as described above. Berard also discloses searching the content of the print file 
for one or more keywords that are defined by the routing policy (See Berard, Column 
6,lines 50-60). 

As per claims 3 and 13, Berard and Grigonis disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 1 1 as described above. Berard also discloses comparing the content of the print 
file to one or more data structures that are defined by the routing policy (See Berard, 
Column 6, lines 58-67, and Column 7, lines 1-5). 

As per claims 4 and 14, Berard and Grigonis disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 1 1 as described above. Berard also discloses comparing the content of the print 
file to the routing policy (See Berard, Column 6, lines 50-62). Berard does not disclose 
expressly that the settings are contained in an INI file, however, it is well known in the 
art that an INI file contains system configuration or setting information (See definition of 
INI file, Microsoft Computer Dictionary, Fifth Edition, Page 273). 
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As per claims 6 and 16, Berard and Grigonis disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 1 1 as described above. Berard also discloses selectively routing the print file to a 
non-printer device instead of to a printer device in response to the evaluated content of 
the print file (See Berard, Column 7, lines 6-10). 

As per claims 7 and 17, Berard and Grigonis disclose the limitations of claims 6 
and 16 as described above. Grigonis also discloses posting the print file on a Web 
page (See Grigonis, Page 5, "Esker"-, third paragraph). Berard and Grigonis are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of routing files based 
on file content. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to post the file of Berard on a Web page, as disclosed by 
Grigonis. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the file to be delivered 
automatically to multiple platforms, such as via the web (See Grigonis, Page 5, "Esker", 
third paragraph). Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Grigonis with 
Berard for the benefit of delivering the file automatically to multiple platforms, including' 
the web, to obtain the invention as specified in claims 7 and 17. 

As per claims 8 and 18, Berard and Grigonis disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 1 1 as described above. Berard also discloses emailing the print file to one or more 
users on a computer network based on the content of the print file and the routing policy 
(See Berard, Column 7, lines 6-10 and lines 61-63). 

As per claims 9 and 19, Berard and Grigonis disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 1 1 as described above. Berard also discloses sending information from the print 
file to a database application (See Berard, Column 8, lines 31-35). It is well known in 
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the art that "importing information" is equivalent to sending information, or bringing 
information from one application or program to another (See Microsoft Computer 
Dictionary, Fifth Edition, definition of "import"). 

As per claims 10 and 20, Berard and Grigonis disclose the limitations of claims 
9 and 1 9 as described above. Berard also discloses rules that extract data such as a 
telephone number or email address from the file to known fields within the receiving 
application as defined by the routing policy (See Berard, Column 6, lines 40-47 and lines 
50-67). 

7. Claims 5, 15, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Berard (U.S. Patent 6,906,817 B1) in view of Grigonis ("The Many Faces of Fax 
Personalities"), hereafter referred to as Grigonis, as applied to claims 1 and 1 1 above, 
and further in view of Luo ("Content Management on Server Farm with Layer-7 
Routing"), hereafter referred to as Luo. 

As per claims 5 and 15, Berard and Grigonis disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 1 1 as described above. Berard and Grigonis do not disclose expressly renaming 
the print file. . Luo discloses renaming a file to support content-based routing (See Luo, 
Page 1 137, Column 2, Section 4.2, paragraph 1 ). Berard, Grigonis and Luo are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of routing electronic 
information. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the renaming of a file of Luo with the method of Berard 
and Grigonis. The motivation for doing so would have been to convert the original 
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name of the file into a fixed length and formatted name (See Luo, Page 1 1 37, Column 
2, Section 4.3, paragraph 1). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Luo 
with Berard and Grigonis for the benefit of converting the original name of the file into a 
fixed length and formatted name to obtain the invention as specified in claims 5 and 15. 

As per claim 21, Berard discloses a method of routing files in a computer 
system including searching content of a file to identify one or more keywords that are 
defined by a routing policy or rules (See Berard, Column 6, lines 40-47 and lines 50-58). 

While Berard does not disclose expressly that the file is a print file configured by 
an application for printing on a printer device, Berard does disclose that the document is 
created by its native application and that the system may be set up to recognize the 
document type and to transmit the document to its intended recipient based on the data 
extracted from the document, including an intended mode of transmission (See Berard, 
Column 7, lines 58-67, and Column 8, lines 1-9). Grigonis further discloses that the file 
may be distributed via printing (See Grigonis, Page 5, "Esker", third paragraph). Berard 
and Grigonis are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
routing files based on file content. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to conclude that the file of Berard and Grigonis 
includes a print file, which is a file configured by an application for printing on a printer 
device. The motivation for this conclusion would have been that the document or file is 
transformed into an electronic document and its delivery is automated to multiple 
platforms, including distributed printing, as disclosed by Grigonis, and therefore is 
configured appropriately (See Grigonis, Page 5, "Esker", third paragraph). 
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Berard and Grigonis also do not disclose expressly selectively renaming the print 
file based on identifying keywords in the print file instead of routing the print file to a 
printing device. Luo discloses renaming a file to support content-based routing (See 
Luo, Page 1137, Column 2, Section 4.2, paragraph 1). Berard, Grigonis and Luo are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of routing electronic 
information. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the renaming of a file of Luo with the method of Berard 
and Grigonis. The motivation for doing so would have been to convert the original 
name of the file into a fixed length and formatted name for delivery to the receiving 
application (See Luo, Page 1137, Column 2, Section 4.3, paragraph 1). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Luo with Berard and Grigonis for the benefit of 
converting the original name of the file into a fixed length and formatted name to obtain 
the invention as specified in claim 21. 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-21 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. It is noted that Applicant's amendment 
to the independent claims significantly changes the scope of the invention when 
interpreted as a whole, therefore necessitating the new grounds of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Laurie Ries whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-4095. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon, can be reached at (571) 272-4136. 

1 1 . Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
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applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have 
questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
LR 
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